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INTRODUCTION
Of the many instructional situations faced by academic
librarians, one-shot sessions with large enrollment classes can
often be the most problematic. Given the scalability issues and
unfriendly classroom configurations inherent in such situations,
incorporating active learning or assessment opportunities can
seem like impossible tasks, but both can be accomplished with
careful planning and execution.

OPPORTUNITY
The Whitman School of Management at Syracuse
University has a long history of including the business librarian
in SOM 122: Perspectives of Business and Management, which
is the required, 3-credit hour introductory course for incoming
undergraduate students. Librarian involvement had primarily
taken the form of distributing customized research guides,
although professors were encouraged (but not required) to
schedule a library instruction session.
When new business librarian Stephanie McReynolds
was contacted by the course coordinator to speak to all SOM
122 students, the offer was accepted immediately. Although the
prospect of speaking in a large auditorium three times in one
morning to about 160 students each time was rather daunting,
the business librarian saw this as a great opportunity for
outreach. At the initial meeting with the course coordinator, the
business librarian’s new suggestion to integrate library
assignments into the course was readily accepted.

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN
With a keen awareness of the challenges presented by
delivering instruction to a large enrollment course, such as the

difficulty of keeping students’ attention and the logistical
challenge of facilitating active learning, the business librarian
reached out for guidance from Steven Hoover, a senior assistant
librarian on staff who has expertise in instructional design. The
librarians drafted a pre-assignment to be completed by students
in teams before the actual session, and also an in-class team
activity to be incorporated into the face-to-face instruction
session. The pre-assignment and in-class activity were designed
to introduce students to fundamental business resources,
provide them with experience evaluating information, and
ultimately, to prepare them for success in a research-based
project to be completed by the end of the course. Both
assignments used the existing teams of 5 to 7 students that had
already been established by professors for purposes of
completing the final project.
Since the final project required each team to study a
firm and a regulatory agency, as well as a regulatory issue
between the two, in order to write a paper and create a
presentation based on the information found, the preassignment focused on identifying credible sources of
information (including sources found via Syracuse University
Libraries’ company databases) about the regulatory agency and
the firm.
To help students navigate the Libraries’ company
databases, a “Company Databases” handout with instructions
on how to use Business Insights: Essentials (one of the top
company databases provided by the Libraries) was distributed
to teams, along with the pre-assignment. In addition, one-page
informational handouts titled “Market Research” and “Industry
Research,” which highlighted recommended business research
databases, were created by the business librarian and distributed
by professors.
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Figure 1: Company Databases

The librarians also created a worksheet to help
facilitate the in-class team activity. This worksheet asked
student teams to identify: their regulatory agency; their firm;
the issue the two had; and to provide citation information for an
article about that issue from one of the research databases.

Figure 3: SOM 122: Assignment 3 Library
Presentation Assignment (Finding Articles)

Figure 2: SOM 122: Assignment 2 Library PreAssignment on Firm Research
Library assignments were listed on the team project
page that professors distributed to students at the beginning of
the course. Although library assignments were not listed
separately on the syllabus, they were considered participation
points and the syllabus stated that participation was required.
Professors also reminded students that a laptop would be
needed to complete the in-class activity during the library
instruction session. Integrating the assignments into the course,
along with full faculty support, went a long way towards
encouraging completion of the library assignments.

DELIVERY OF INSTRUCTION
The business librarian created an outline and
PowerPoint that incorporated the use of the in-class activity, as
well as review of the pre-assignment, which had been
distributed by course professors at the beginning of the course.
During each of the three identical library instruction
sessions, all four course section professors were not only
present, but also provided classroom management support,
distributed the in-class activity worksheet, helped to facilitate
the completion of the activity, and collected the completed preassignment and in-class activity worksheets from students.
With help from the professors, each library instruction session,
including the in-class activity, ran smoothly—any issues with
the in-class activity were addressed in a timely manner and all
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Figure 4: SOM 122 Outline of 55-minute Library
Instruction Session

While the goal of the in-class assignment was simply
to familiarize students with at least one of the Libraries’ article
databases, the pre-assignment generally aimed to check
students’ information literacy skills. Given time constraints, the
team decided to forego assessing Assignment 3.
The assessment team identified the following specific
intended goals for Assignment 2: determine whether student
groups were able to complete the given worksheet; whether
there was any particular section that seemed difficult for
groups; the number of groups that actually utilized a Libraries’
database to complete the second half of Question 4; the quality
of the response to Question 5; and the groups’ understanding of
information source evaluation.

teams turned in their completed worksheets before the end of
class.

ASSESSMENT STRATEGY AND RESULTS
In the hopes of gaining insight into student
performance, as well as informing future instructional
iterations, student work was collected by the business librarian
and shared with the assessment team, which consisted of
instructional design expert Steven Hoover and Hyerin Bak, a
graduate student intern from the Syracuse University School of
Information Studies whose research interests include
instructional design. The team created and instituted an
assessment plan that allowed for rapid processing as well as
detailed performance data and recommendations for future
practice.
Assessment Planning Process
For both assignments, the assessment team first had to
clearly identify the intended goals through discussions with the
business librarian in order to create an assessment plan. This
allowed the team to relate each goal to appropriate assignment
questions. The team identified a different purpose for the preassignment (Assignment 2) and the assignment given during the
library instruction session (Assignment 3).

With these goals in mind, the team created new
assessment items, such as “Completion of all sections,” because
this might be a basic indicator of whether the students had
trouble with completing the given assignment. Through this
process, the team was able to create a set of assessment
questions. The most complicated question to assess was
Question 5, which asked students to evaluate the information
sources they had found. Since the question included suggestions
of criteria to use for information evaluation, the team decided
to make each criterion a separate assessment question.
In order to institute an assessment plan, the team needed
go through a “norming” process. For Question 5, the team
decided to just check whether the students used each evaluation
criterion or not. But, how could the team determine whether a
certain criterion had been used? The team drafted a very simple
rubric: Yes or No. Then the team realized that they had a
disagreement on evaluation. So, the team discussed imaginary
student work samples that might vary and also discussed a few
real samples. The team finally agreed on checking Yes for
student answers that included one word or one sentence related
to each criterion. For example, the team would consider the
student answer to have compared/contrasted two sources if it had
any sentence to connect the two sources or if it applied any
evaluation criteria. The team referred to and followed the process
outlined in The Official (and Unofficial) Rules for Norming
Rubrics Successfully (Holmes & Oakleaf, 2013).

Table 1: Assessment Questions from Assignment 2
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Another example of norming involved the second half
of Question 4, which asked students to write down a URL or a
citation of an information source. This was related to the goal
of seeing whether teams utilized a Libraries’ database, which
would also provide insight into whether the previously
distributed handout on company databases was effective. The
URLs or citations helped the team judge the usage of Libraries’
databases and the team could observe inconsistency of answers
during processing. Thus, the team agreed to check No for a
URL that did not work, an unclear citation, information that
made it hard to determine which database had been used, or a
government document that was easily found from Google or
Summon (the Libraries’ metasearch function). In addition, the
team also decided to write down the databases’ names in order
to see which Libraries’ databases the students used.
After creating the plan, answers from Assignment 2
were processed through Google Forms, according to the agreed
upon assessment questions. Google Forms provides both a
survey form, which has a convenient interface for rapid input of
data and automatic output to a spreadsheet of results. Using
Google Forms enabled both the form and spreadsheet files to be
used simultaneously, yet independently, by team members,
which increased efficiency. Team members simply entered the
names of the regulatory agencies and databases directly from
the worksheets, while the other items were processed as No=0
or Yes=1. The results of student answers could be analyzed
through totals of Yes=1 on the spreadsheets.

Figure 5: SOM 122 Google Form

Assessment Results and Analysis
Answers from all 84 teams who submitted Assignment
2 were assessed. The following table shows the assessment
results.
According to the results, most teams (75%) were able
to locate a source about their firm in a Libraries’ database and
the vast majority of teams (over 90%) addressed at least one
suggested information evaluation criterion when answering
Question 5. The business librarian found the fact that most
teams referenced a source from a Libraries’ database to be
pleasantly surprising, since the worksheet had also given teams
the option to use an online source outside the Libraries’
databases. The fact that the majority of teams were able to
address at least one suggested criterion was also encouraging.
However, given the open-ended nature of this question, the
quality of the responses to Question 5 could not be gauged using
the current assessment plan.
The assessment team used the results to identify
sections where improvement was needed. The problem areas
for more than ten teams were the sections on searching articles
in a Libraries’ database, evaluating an information source based
on currency and comprehensiveness, and creating a complete
citation. Regarding the usage of Libraries’ databases, eleven
teams (25%) were not able to search in a Libraries’ database. In
addition, when evaluating information sources, about 10-20%
of the students missed applying one of the criteria for evaluating
information sources. The 9.5% of students who did not address
any criterion might not have any understanding of information
evaluation or may not be able to apply it. The results also
indicated that about half of students did not recognize currency
as an evaluation criterion. This might result from a
misunderstanding of certain terms or the question itself.

RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON LESSONS
LEARNED
Rely on Your Team
From the very beginning, the business librarian had
guidance from a colleague with instructional design expertise,
as well as support for her vision and efforts from business
faculty. Additionally, rapid processing and assessment of preassignment results would not have been possible without the
dedicated time and efforts of a library graduate student intern.

Figure 6: SOM 122 Google Spreadsheet
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If one does not have an instructional design expert and
a library school close by, consider recruiting from other areas
in the library. Perhaps a library colleague in another department
is interested in learning more about instruction or would be
willing to do something outside of the usual routine for one
morning, such as assist with facilitating instruction sessions. A
different colleague might like to gain some assessment
experience. Consider asking faculty or course teaching
assistants to help with facilitating the instruction session. Yet
another option would be to reach out to students in the
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Table 2: Assessment Results of Assignment 2

university’s school of education for help with instructional
design, delivery, or assessment.
Get Faculty Support

As librarians know all too well, there are also
limitations on the amount of time one may have to devote to
design and assessment. It is advisable to narrow down learning
outcomes, select certain questions, and focus only on them.

The support provided by business faculty was integral
to the successful delivery of library instruction. By listing
library assignments on the team project page and distributing
the pre-assignment along with the team project and syllabus,
faculty sent a clear message that participation in the library
component of the course was important and required. This
message was reinforced when faculty took the initiative to help
facilitate the library instruction sessions.

Know the Limitations of Assessment

Although full faculty support in the manner described
above is ideal, faculty should, at a minimum, convey to the class
the importance and value of the library and librarian by being
present and attentive during the instruction session.

While formative assessment is intended “to provide
ongoing feedback,” assessment based on groups is limited by
the fact that librarians are not able to assess an individual
student’s learning or to address problems in a timely manner
(Carnegie Mellon University, n.d.). Also, the librarians were
given the opportunity to collaborate with faculty in creating
assignments for the course and could access students’ work, but
were not involved in grading student performance. Completing
the library worksheets was reflected in the participation grade,
but sharing the results of assessment with faculty occurred after
the end of the semester.

Plan Carefully
The advanced planning that went into the design of the
pre-activity and in-class activity was essential to the successful
delivery of instruction. With large-enrollment courses, one
must have a plan to facilitate active learning on a large scale
and this plan is likely to include some structured way of
receiving feedback, such as pre-made group worksheets.
Drafting an assessment plan during the instructional design
phase is also recommended. Creating such a plan in conjunction
with the pre-assignment worksheet may have resulted in a
worksheet with a clearer purpose and more specific directions.
When preparing for assessment, the norming process
required a lot of time, continuous communications, and
persistency on the part of team members. However, engaging
in this process is a critical starting point for maintaining
consistent assessment data.
Have Realistic Expectations
There are inherent limitations to even the most welldesigned one-shot library instruction sessions. One preassignment and class session will not create a legion of
information literate individuals. It is possible, however, to
foster familiarity with the library, librarian, and key subjectspecific resources, while encouraging critical thinking about
information sources.

The direct observance of student work samples
allowed the team to gain greater understanding of students than
the perspective provided by the numerical assessment. This
observation revealed that specific and long responses do not
necessarily correspond with a good understanding of the
suggested evaluation criteria.
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